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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 
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Any reply received by the OfHce later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 March 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fornnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) 13 Claim(s) 1-47,50-61, 64-75,78-89,92-103,106-115 and 118-159 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8, 11-15, 23-30, 33-37, 45-46, 50-59, 61, 64-73, 75, 78-87, 89, 92-101, 103, 
106-113, 115, 118-125, 127-133, 136-143 and 145-159 as interpreted by the Examiner are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Block in view of Basch. 

With respect to Claim 1, Block teaches a cobranded credit card that offers two separate 
lines of credit and one monthly statement (page 1; line 5). The cards include a first line of credit 
for use with a particular merchant and a second credit Hne can be used for transaction wherever 
MasterCard is accepted (general purpose) (page 2; lines 8-9). 

Examiner notes that the two lines of credit of Block are on one credit card. In support of 
this position, Examiner rehes on page 2, lines 23-25. Specifically, a user makes one purchase for 
Honda Power Equipment using the private line of credit and sees the logo each time they use the 
general purpose line of credit. Clearly this represents one card with two lines of credit. 

Based on the preceding analysis, Examiner asserts that Block teaches: estabUshing a first 
credit line, the first credit line being set for purchase transactions made with a particular 
merchant; establishing a second credit line, the second credit hne being set for purchase 
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transactions made with any merchant other than the particular merchant and issuing a credit 
cared to the cardholder with the established first credit line and the second credit hne. 

Block does not specifically teach the estabUshment of revolving credit hnes. 
Specifically, analyzing credit information of a cardholder to determine a level of risk associated 
with the cardholder, and establishing the first and second revolving credit lines based on the 
determined level of risk associated with the cardholder. 

Basch teaches, "to minimize losses, account issuers have constantly been searching for 
ways to predict in advance account and/or account holders who are at risk for credit default 
and/or fi-aud. By way of example, account issuers routinely employ credit bureaus, essentially 
data collection services, to ascertain whether an applicant for new or additional credit is 
sufficiently credit-worthy for the type of account and amount that he is applying for. If an 
applicant wishes to apply for a Visa credit card account, for example, a potential issuing bank 
may request a credit report on the apphcant from one or more credit bureaus to ascertain whether 
appHcant has a satisfactory credit history, adequate income, reasonable debt-to-equity ratio and 
the like before deciding whether the applicant should be approved for the credit account and 
what the appropriate credit limit should be." (column 1, lines 48-62). 

Basch also teaches revolving accounts as a particular type of credit (column 1, lines 25- 

30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the invention to 
establish the two Hnes of credit of Block as revolving accounts and to ascertain whether 
applicant has a satisfactory credit history, adequate income, reasonable debt-to-equity ratio and 
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the like (determine a level of risk associated with the cardholder) before deciding what the 
appropriate credit Umit should be (establishing credit limits based on the determined level of risk 
associated with the cardholder) as taught by Basch. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have been motivated to combine these references in order for the account 
issuers to minimize their losses. 

(also reference claims 11, 16, 33,45,46) 

With respect to Claim 2, Block does not teach utilizing a risk score. Basch teaches, "to 
facilitated the management of accounts, account issuers may employ scores developed by credit 
bureaus" (column 1, lines 63-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
for the account issuers to Block to enploy scores developed by credit bureaus (risk score from 
credit information) as taught by Basch. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to modify the references in order to facilitate the management of accounts. 

(also reference claims 24) 

With respect to Claim 3, the analysis with respect to claim 1 (Block in view of Basch) 
teaches setting credit limits based on the determined level of risk associated with a cardholder 
(ascertaining whether appUcant has a satisfactory credit history, adequate income, reasonable 
debt-to-equity ratio and the like before deciding what the appropriate credit hmit should be). 

(also reference claims 12, 25, 34) 



Application/Control Number: 09/659,585 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3627 

With respect to Claim 4, the combination of Block in view of Basch as described with 
respect to claim 1 above does not specifically teach setting a first credit limit for the first credit 
line based on the second credit limit set for the second credit line. 

However, Block does teach that if the customer uses up the general line of credit, store 
credit is still available. Further, the combination of Block in view of Basch (described with 
respect to claim 1 above) teaches establishing credit limits based on an analysis of a cardholders 
debt-to-income ratio. In other words, to determine a cardholders level of risk issuers look at 
what debt a cardholder has. Examiner asserts that this analysis includes potential debts (i.e. all 
outstanding credit limits). 

As such, Examiner asserts that one of ordinary skill in the art, based on the teachings of 
Block and Basch would have reasonably considered the outstanding credit limit for the second 
account when establishing the credit Umit for the first account. One of ordinary skill would have 
come to the conclusion in order to get an accurate picture of the cardholders debt-to-income ratio 
in the determination of the cardholders risk level. 

(also reference claims 13, 26,35) 

With respect to Claim 5, the analysis with respect to claim 1 (Block in view of Basch) 
teaches setting credit limits based on the determined level of risk associated with a cardholder 
(ascertaining whether applicant has a satisfactory credit history, adequate income, reasonable 
debt-to-equity ratio and the hke before deciding what the appropriate credit limit should be). 

(also reference claims 27) 
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With respect to Claim 6, the combination of Block in view of Basch as taught with 
respect to claims 1 and 2 above teaches establishing credit limit using a line sloping model. 

Examiner starts with Applicant's disclosure of a Une sloping model (Specification, pages 
35-36). Applicant discloses that a line sloping model relates a cardholders credit score to an 
appropriate level of credit, wherein the better the score the larger the credit limit. 

Based on this definition, Examiner asserts that Basch' s teaching that "scores may, for 
example, be utilized to assist in some aspects of account management, e.g. in the account issuer's 
decision to increase or decrease the credit Umit" (column 1, lines 63-67), represents Applicant's 
line sloping model. 

(also reference claims 14, 28,36) 

With respect to Claim 7, Block teaches notifying a customer of a customer account, a 
first credit line and a second credit line (page 2, lines 12-14). Examiner notes that the monthly 
statement represents notification of a customer account. Further, since the monthly statement 
includes different interest rates, Block teaches notifying about a first and second credit Une. 

(also reference claims 29) 

With respect to Claim 8, Block teaches issuing the credit care with the established first 
line of credit as a main credit line and the established second credit line as a embedded credit line 
(page 2, line 3). Examiner notes that launching its cobranded program represents issuing credit 
cards with a first main line of credit and a second embedded private label line of credit. 

(also reference claims 15, 30,37) 
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With respect to Claim 50, Block teaches providing a combined credit card account 
statement to the cardholder, wherein the account statement identifies purchase transaction 
respectively associated with the first credit line and the second credit line and wherein the 
cardholder may make a single payment to be appUed toward both the first credit line and the 
second credit line (page 2, lines 12-14) 

(also reference Claims 64, 78, 92, 106, 118) 

With respect to Claim 51, Block teaches wherein the first credit Une is associated with a 
first interest rate and the second credit line is associated with a second interest rate and wherein 
the first interest rate is less than the second interest rate (page 2, lines 28-30). 

(also reference Claims 65, 79, 93, 107, 119) 

With respect to Claim 52, Block teaches wherein the first credit line is associated with a 
first credit limit and the second credit Une is associated with a second credit limit and wherein 
the second credit limit is less than the first credit limit (page 2, lines 8-9). Examiner notes that a 
user "store credit still being available" after a general line of credit is gone, represents the 
general credit limit (second credit limit) is less than the store credit limit (first credit Umit). 

(also reference Claims 66, 80, 94, 108, 120) 

With respect to claim 53 and 54, Block teaches wherein the first credit limit includes the 
second credit limit, reducing the first credit limit and the second credit limit when a purchase is 
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made against the second credit limit and reducing the first credit Hmit when a purchase is made 
against the first credit limit (page 2, Knes 8-9). 

Examiner note that this is the exact case disclosed by Block as an incentive to get the 
cardholder to use the store line of credit. In other words, products purchased either in the store 
or from another merchant lowers the general purpose credit limit, however, only purchases made 
at the store lowers the store limit. This way the cardholder is given an incentive to use the store 
line of credit. 

(also reference Claims 67, 68, 81, 82, 95, 96) 

With respect to claim 55, Block teaches determining whether a purchase is made against 
the first credit Une and reducing the first or second credit by the purchase amount based on the 
determination of whether the purchase is made against the first credit line (page 2, lines 6-9). 

Examiner notes that the system of Block inherently includes a determination of whether 
the purchase was made at the private label store or at a general merchant. Examiner asserts that 
there would be no other way to know that a general line of credit is used up unless the system 
can differentiate between the private label store and a general purchase (i.e. wherever 
MasterCard is accepted). Since this an identification is necessarily present, the limitation is 
inherent. 

(also reference Claims 69, 83, 97, 109, 121) 

With respect to claim 56, Block teaches receiving a purchase transaction data including 
identification value and determining that the received purchase transaction is made against the 
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first credit line based on a determination of whether the received identification value corresponds 
to a particular identification value. 

Examiner references the analysis as applied to claim 55 and notes the inherency of this 
identification value. This value must be present in the system of Block to determine if the 
pxirchase is a private label purchase or a general purchase. Since there is no other way to make 
this determination, except with an identification value, then the limitation is necessarily present 
and inherent. 

(also reference Claims 70, 84, 98, 110, 122) 

With respect to claim 57, Block teaches a BIN number of the credit card used for 
identification. 

Examiner starts by turning to AppUcant's specification (page 44, lines 15-18) for a 
defmition of BIN, "the first six number of the dual line credit card or the credit card account 
number." Examiner asserts that in every single credit card purchase a number is transmitted that 
identifies the credit card account (BIN number as defined by Applicant). Without this 
information it would not be possible to identify the cardholder's account. This information is 
mandatory or necessarily present and as such inherent to the system of Block. 

(also reference Claims 71, 85, 99, 111, 123) 

With respect to Claim 58, Block teaches determining that the received purchase 
transaction is made against the first credit line based on a determination of whether a merchant 
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identification number associated with the purchase matches a merchant identification number of 
the particular merchant associated with the first Une of credit 

Examiner references the analysis as appUed to claim 55 and notes the inherency of this 
identification value. This value must be present in the system of Block to determine if the 
purchase is a private label purchase or a general purchase. Since there is no other way to make 
this determination^ except with an identification value, then the Kmitation is necessarily present 
and inherent- 

(also reference Claims 72, 86, 100, 112, 124) 

With respect to claim 59, Block teaches determining whether the purchase amount 
exceeds the first available credit if the merchant identification number associated with the 
purchase matches the merchant identification number of the particular merchant (page 2, lines 6- 

9). 

Examiner references the analysis as applied to claim 55 and notes the inherency of this 
identification value. This value must be present in the system of Block to determine if the 
purchase is a private label purchase or a general purchase. Since there is no other way to make 
this determination, except with an identification value, then the limitation is necessarily present 
and inherent. 

Further Examiner notes that "the customer uses up the general line" represents 
determining whether the purchase amount exceeds a credit limit, 
(also reference Claims 73, 87, 101, 113, 125) 
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With respect to claim 61, Block in view of Basch teaches wherein the first credit line is 
issued based on at least one of purchasing habits of the cardholder, a credit Kmit established for 
the second credit line, a credit history of the cardholder with a particular merchant, types of 
goods or services provided by the particular merchant or an average purchase amount the card 
holder purchases from the particular merchant (see analysis of claims 1-4 above). 

(also reference Claims 75, 89, 103, 115, 127) 

With respect to claim 128, see the analysis of claims 1, 50 and 52. 
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With respect to claims 146-159 Block teaches wherein the first credit line is a private 
label credit line and the second credit line is a general purpose credit line (e.g. page 2, lines 6-9 
and 28-30) 

Claims 9, 10, 31, 32, 134 and 135 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Block in view of Bash as applied to claims 1-8 above, and further in view of 
Taylor. 

The combination of Block in view of Basch does not specifically teach establishing a first 
credit line comprises establishing a plurality of first credit lines nor estabUshing a second credit 
line comprises establishing a plurality of second credit lines. 

Taylor teaches a multi application card wherein the applications can include multiple 
general purpose credit limits (American Express, Visa, Master Charge, Discover) and/or multiple 
private label credit lines (various oil conpanies, various hotels, various airlines) all in one card 
(column 3, lines 55-60). Further Taylor teaches this is done to consolidate multiple card issuers 
cards. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to enhance the cobranded card 
of Block in view of Basch to include either a plurality of first credit lines and/or a plurality of 
second credit Hnes as taught by Taylor. One of ordinarily skill in the art would have been 
motivated to modify the references in order to consoUdate multiple issuers cards. 
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Claims 60, 74, 88, 102, 114, 126, and 129 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Block in view of Basch as applied to claims 1 and 55-59 above, and further in 
view of Official Notice. 

With respect to Claims 60, 74, 88, 102, 114, 126 and 144 the combination of Block in 
view of Basch teaches reducing the first credit limit if the purchase amount does not exceed the 
first credit limit (page 2, lines. 

However, the combination of Block in view of Basch does not specifically and reducing 
the second credit limit if the purchase amount does exceed the first available credit and the 
amount does not exceed the second available credit. 

Examiner take Official Notice that it is old and well known that when a purchase 
transaction exceeds a first credit limit to apply the transaction to a second credit limit. Examiner 
notes that this is a main reason card holders carry more than one card. If the first card is used up, 
the user goes to the second card (credit limit). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinarily skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the teaching of Block to include the ability to use the general line of credit in the 
private label store when the private label credit limit is used up (exceeded) as is old and well 
known in the art. One of ordinarily skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the 
references in order to allow the cardholder to purchase the product. 

With respect to claim 129, Block in view of Basch does not specifically teach that the 
purchase transaction information fi*om the merchant is transmitted over a first or a second 
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network. Examiner takes Official Notice that redundant networks are old and well known in the 
art as a method of providing backup in case of failure. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinarily skill in the art at the time of the invention 
include a second, redundant network for the merchant to transmit purchase transaction 
information different from the first or primary network. One of ordinarily skill in the art would 
modify the references in order to provide a backup network in case of failure. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the present claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James A. Kramer whose telephone number is (571) 272 6783. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8AM - 5PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on (571) 272 6777. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appHcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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